ABSTRACT The Western Coordinating Committee-204 (WCC-204) on animal bioethics is a multistate research committee that was formed through the cooperation of several university and government personnel having diverse backgrounds. The WCC-204 is pleased to provide this symposium to Poultry Science Association (PSA) members and invite their participation in the committee. Generic objectives of the committee include facilitation of dialogue to improve our understanding of complex ethical issues related to animal production and utilization by humans, to encourage research and educational programs in this area, and to create a means for critical analysis of the animal sciences professions. The basis for philo-
INTRODUCTION
The Western Coordinating on animal bioethics is pleased to present this symposium to the Poultry Science Association members. WCC-204 is a multistate research committee that was formed through the cooperation of philosophers, social scientists, and animal sciences-related faculty at Land Grant Universities, other universities, and the United States Department of Agriculture. Stated objectives from the approval document are as follows:
1. Create a forum in which animal scientists and nonanimal scientists (philosophers, social scientists, etc.) may work together to examine and discuss contentious social issues. 2. Provide a means of encouraging the development, and coordinating the activities, of research projects dealing with bioethics of the animal sciences. 3. Develop mechanisms of outreach that would allow animal scientists to respond directly to consumers and our critics who may question our science, production methods, or both.
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sophical discussions and religious implications of bioethical discussions that create profound differences of opinion between people is discussed. The various and often underappreciated contributions of society to the structure of our current food production system, and society's approach to change (taking marketplace responsibility for demands vs. regulations), are briefly discussed. Several factors that may contribute to the creation of conflicts and misunderstandings are listed. Speakers will discuss the WCC-204 organization, the need to define where there is agreement between opposing entities, education of students and others through contemporary issues classes, and global issues related to animal well-being.
4. Provide the means for ongoing critical analysis of the animal science profession in the context of its ability to address moral and sociopolitical issues. These objectives may be translated into generic purposes that include minimizing conflict while facilitating communications among philosophers, university faculty, and others; enhancing understanding of the complex ethical issues related to food animal research, production, processing, and other uses of animals; and stimulating progress in understanding ethical issues related to animal well-being through educational programs, thus building mutual respect and trust. The speakers provide comments relative to these areas of emphasis.
One's ethical views on the use of animals in part determine the level of support for using an animal: as food; to produce products for food or fiber; for transportation; or for pleasure, such as a pet. The term bioethics combines biology and ethics and generally is used to define our moral relationship with animals, perhaps the plant world, and the environment. Bioethics also may be specifically concerned with the implications of certain medical procedures or genetic engineering. In reality, views on bioethics are a complex assortment of philosophy, feelings, science, and opinion.
Ethics is a branch of philosophy dealing with values relating to human conduct with respect to the rightness and wrongness of actions, the goodness and badness of motives and ends, and the moral principles of an individual. Philosophy is an interpretation of reality. In the case of animal rights and well-being, philosophy is a system of doctrine, or it may be seen as a system of principles for guidance in practical affairs such as animal use. Some envision this philosophical process or question of ethics as a rational investigation of the truths and principles of being, knowledge, and conduct. This, in turn, lends itself to debates and intellectual arguments. These strings of logic may determine who is the more rational and logical (or the most intellectually nimble) and, thus, whose dictates should be followed by the masses. These rational thought processes are very convincing and could be correct when they do not succumb to convenience, hypocrisy, or half-truths masquerading as truth.
Some, but certainly not all, philosophers (Singer, 2000) believe these philosophical or rational discussions of the consistency of logic applied to animal use can be conducted only by those specially trained in this area. These anointed ones can quote other philosophers who are obscure and irrelevant to most of humanity, yet reject other sources that promote a religious basis for opinions. The quoting of other philosophers seems to lend credibility to statements that otherwise may not stand on their own merit. A requisite initial action of a discussion by some philosophers is the removal (or downplay of the validity) of certain concepts, such as the Jewish or Christian religions, and then the apparent reverent use of quotes from Far Eastern religions or other philosophers as a mechanism that justify an argument. Ethical behavior regarding our stewardship of animals and the environment may be an article of faith outside the boundaries of pure logic imposed by persons who, out of convenience or bias, reject some sources of knowledge or philosophy if it disagrees with their premise. Thus, the treatment of animals according to religious principles (not their popular interpretations) should be acceptable and not require submission to strict rules of logic. The concerns or preferences of a small percentage of the population that are promoted through rules of logic or philosophical arguments are given publicity by the media and presented in ethical discussions as widespread societal concerns that must be addressed as further justification for an ethical stance. Is this ethical? The promotion of ethics also may be a shield for unethical behavior. In too many cases those denouncing speciesism by humans participate in intellectual speciesism to promote their causes.
The controversy over animal use in part has been generated by persons seeking the conversion of agriculture to their vision of societal and animal nirvana. This situation is occurring in the absence of a holistic approach to problem areas, viable alternatives that address their stated concerns, and a requirement of individual responsibility by consumers. Interacting with this attempted societal shift is the independent nature of farmers and ranchers and market pressures on them and the science-based advice from government and university research. The traditional and justified approach to research has been focused on production efficiencies and increased output, resulting in reduced costs to consumers. Today, this justification is being questioned. These situations have created antagonistic relationships and resistance to change that might not have promoted optimal animal well-being. Although admittedly anthropomorphic, and ignoring some food safety considerations, it seems intuitively obvious that current intensive confinement systems could be improved. It is equally clear that this should not be a unilateral obligation of farmers to improve our system. Many farmers would agree with these statements. Progress in animal well-being issues has been hampered by inconsistencies in true consumer demands (as defined by consistent levels of market place purchases vs. the preferences and short-term promises found in surveys) and negative situations evidenced by charges and countercharges by participants in this debate to influence public opinion. This situation has contributed to significant questions regarding the ethical use of animals as sources of food, fiber, and pleasure.
Discussions of ethics, morals, bioethics, and related philosophies regarding animal production practices are often threatening to those whose livelihood is being questioned and to others in society that support our current system. This is possibly because of a lack of understanding of basic philosophical arguments and the inherent implied religious (even antireligious) aspects of such a mental exercise, and because such discussions have the potential for a change in the status quo, with unilateral obligations and consequences. This threat is especially true when interactions are initiated by people or incorporated organizations who are not associated with the industry, do not appreciate the risks of producers vs. returns on investments, do not share the stewardship heritage of farmers, do not use a comprehensive evaluation of societal factors that impact farmers' decisions, have no personal responsibility for outcomes they advocate or attempt to initiate, are judgmental, make statements regarding their goals that are disingenuous at best, or are given credibility due to their ideas being freely disseminated by the media to the public.
There is a philosophical chasm between activists and farmers or ranchers. Activists may have no practical experience (e.g., meet a payroll or make their living farming) and appear to view reality through the filter of idealized theory and their religious or philosophical belief system. Farmers or ranchers take personal risks, deal with the realities of running a business, and revere a particular free-market lifestyle while also providing food for society and export. Conversely, some activists and activist groups back their demands by investing their time and capital in production, processing, and marketing ventures. Compounding this situation are government policies that relate to farmers providing food to consumers at the lowest price possible. In the past, this has been viewed as a very worthy goal. Many still do view it as such.
The agricultural system's attempts to facilitate the search by most consumers for the lowest food prices (given equivalent quality) is termed by some as a cheap food policy. Others deny the existence of such a policy, even though policy decisions are obviously permeated by this concept. Also, there are costs paid for by society that are not evident in the purchase price of food (not necessarily a negative situation). The focus on cheap food is evidenced by the emphasis of universities and other researchers on production efficiency (again, not necessarily negative) and the impact of corporate distributors and grocery chains that pay the least amount possible for food items. These businesses, depending on the competitive climate, may pass a portion of these least costs on to consumers. For example, some grocery niche markets for eggs take a full $1.20 per dozen profit over the purchase price from a distributor, who also needs a profit margin from prices paid the specialty egg producer (e.g., organic, free-range, or cage free). Thus, $2.99 per dozen eggs translates to about $1.80 for the distributor who has to pay consolidation, transportation, and other expenses. This leaves the farmer relatively little for the extra effort and expenses for feeding special rations, housing, and managing floor or range birds. Is this an ethical situation? If so, is it consistent with society's perceived desire for a sustainable rural infrastructure?
All of these competing interests become consolidated under the philosophical question of ethics. Is it ethical to cage hens? Is it ethical that we should expect farmers and companies to not respond to demands for cheap (and high quality, convenient, attractive, tasty, etc.) food and, thus, not increase the size of their operations? Should societal demands consider the farmer's need to respond to low prices by increasing output or make other management decisions that allow the farmer to successfully compete for the consumer dollar by decreasing their costs per unit of output? Is it ethical to even think of units of output when dealing with animals? Is it ethical to make these demands of farmers while expressing concern for the structure of rural communities and yet not make similar demands on other commodity areas or businesses? Ethics are a convenient umbrella that covers a tremendous range of potential questions and concerns and masks a multitude of sins of omission and commission.
Questions of ethics leave open many doors leading to conflict and mistrust and few leading to mutual respect. Unfortunately, ethics are too often situational ethics. Ethics may be promoted by those who profess a higher level of sophistication or higher moral ground and complain vigorously about the sins of conventional agriculture. These same people may by their daily purchases promote the dominance of gigantic hardware, clothing, restaurant, coffee shops, grocery stores, or other businesses that have a huge negative influence on the structure of rural and urban society. Ignoring the impact of these other entities on rural society, and farmers, is to effectively promote these other entities by shifting the focus of concern and evaluations to a selected group such as those engaged in our current farming systems.
Family farms with small and even medium-size operations are promoted as the panacea of all rural ills and are held as sacred by many activists (not to hereby make a judgment that this is incorrect), yet they are not effectively supported by society. This is also the case for too many other small family-owned businesses in rural and urban areas. For example, our family-owned dry cleaner in West Laurel, Maryland, could not compete with the bulk dry cleaner business that came to town and is now gone. The demise of these small businesses is piously bemoaned. Is this ethical? Or is it just job security for some persons and organizations? Also, recall that size is relative: the small farm enterprise of today would have been huge in the 1950s. Corporate structures occur in agriculture, activist groups, and retail outlets. Yet negative campaigns focus on agriculture and ignore the impact of these other corporate influences on animal well-being and rural society. Corporatization is a global phenomenon that impacts farmers in all commodity areas and will be discussed as part of this workshop.
Education of, and honest discussions with, decision makers, students, and society in general is essential to arrive at a logical and defensible position on ethical issues related to food animal well-being during production and processing. Educational programs such as contemporary issues courses at universities and written material from unbiased third parties such as Land Grant Universities or state or federal governments are important means for providing society the best available knowledge about these issues. It appears to many persons that to ignore issues when misinformation is presented, particularly when done so repeatedly, is to condone that misinformation. Development of such a contemporary issues course is discussed in this symposium.
Conflict may arise due to misunderstanding of issues and concepts. To minimize this type potential problem, there should be recognition that 1. Most farmers are good stewards of their land and animals, given the various constraints under which they operate (these impediments to success could be considered unreasonable if a societal goal is the promotion of the smaller, extensive animal production units). 2. Activists are correct in some of their concerns. 3. Bad actors exist in agriculture and all other endeavors. 4. Education is preferred to regulations because a commitment to change brings lasting change, and oversight costs are lower. 5. All costs of food animal production should be considered in these discussions. 6. We (including public institutions) are all biased in some way, with not all biases being unrecognized or subconscious. 7. Validation of biases or views of reality through the filtering of information is preferred by most people to honest evaluation and potential change. To achieve greater understanding, and reduction of unnecessary conflict, requires accepting a middle ground. When problems are identified, it is essential that industry solve the problem or ameliorate the situation. This proves ethical motivation and reduces the potential and need for regulations or laws. Without this commitment, it is assured that decisions about the management of animals eventually will be taken out of the hands of farmers. To be fair, this same requirement for correction of erroneous actions or statements should be extended to activist groups.
The WCC-204 is a multistate research committee on animal bioethics but cannot provide answers to these animal-related issues. The answers must come voluntarily from the true market demand of individuals and then be consolidated to form societal commitments. However, by addressing the issues through venues such as this symposium and fostering educational programs on these subjects, the WCC-204 may be able to help people start thinking about how to initiate meaningful dialogue in this area. WCC-204 seeks to increase understanding of complex issues, minimize conflicts, and yet provide opportunities for honest dialogue to improve food animal well-being during production and processing.
By initiating respectful communications that attempt to accurately define problems in a holistic manner, rather than by promoting one or another philosophy as being superior, progress can be made in dealing with animal well-being and utilization questions. Mutual respect, by definition, is reciprocal and is one component of a level of trust. Honest disagreement engenders trust, but manipulation of ethical arguments or situations, particularly with the intent to force one's views on another, destroys it. Given this requirement, it is also important to remember that not all persons or organizations are ethical, regardless of their claims of being so. Because of human nature, perfection in responses to these situations is not possible. However, it seems clear that the preferred course of action is an attempt to reconcile differences and let true consumer demand dictate changes in management structure and animal utilization rather than perceived consumer preferences. If we do not accurately define the question, we can never achieve understanding or hope to reach sustainable and mutually beneficial solutions to these societal concerns and problems. Defining truth, perhaps through a middle ground for these discussions, is important to our ability to progress from antagonistic relationships to mutual respect, or at least tolerance for our differences. These concepts will be discussed today.
Our speakers provide thoughtful questions, some potential solutions, and certainly an enhanced understanding of bioethical problems and an appreciation for their breadth. We have many obvious or potential problems with our current animal research, production, processing, and product distribution systems, but they are the result of our previous collective demands. Therefore, it is not appropriate to take the easy way out and hide behind ethics or focus blame on companies in our agricultural system for initiating the current conditions. It is appropriate to use ethical questions as part of an analysis of our actual situation and for individuals in society to accept responsibility for change through their market demands.
Our hope is that more personnel in the Poultry Science Association will become interested in this important area and join the WCC-204 multistate research committee. It is our intent to become a full research committee that will enable individuals to enjoy full financial support through their universities. The WCC-204 goals and importance are discussed by our first speaker.
